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I INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission's ("Commission") Rules of
Practice and Procedure, SureWest Telephone (U 1015 C) ("SureWest") hereby offers its 6penin‘g cémments
on two proposed decisions in the now-consolidated docket addressing the Uniform Regulatory Framework
("URF") and the procedures governing informal filings for telecommunications carriefs at the Commission.
As reflected above, these dockets are R.05-04-005 and R.98-07-038.

On July 23, 2007, the Commission issued a pair of companion proposed decisions in this
co-nsolidated proceeding. First, the Commission issued the Proposed Decision of Commissioner Chong
Consolidating Proceedings, Clarifying Rules for Advice Letters Under the Uniform Regulatory Framework,
and Adopting Procedures for Detariffing. As its title suggests, this Proposed Deci_sion addresses tariffing
issues under the URF structure. For the sake of clarity, SureWest will refer to this Proposed Decision as
the "URF Tariffing PD." Also on July 23, 2007, the Commission issued the Proposed Decision of
Commissioner Chong Adopting Telecommunications Industry Rules. This Proposed Decision would
promulgate rules governing advice letter filings and tariff issues for the telecommunications industry
generally. This Proposed Decision would revise the Commission's General Order ("G.0.") 96-B by
adopting Telecommunications Industry Rules attached as Appendix A to the Proposed Decision. SureWest
will refer to this Proposed Decision as the "G.0. 96-B PD." Given the large extent to which these proposed
decisions are inter-related, SureWest offers this single set of opening comments on both proposed
decisions.'

In general, SureWest supports the tariffing regime contemplated by these two proposed decisions.
The URF Tariffing PD correctly concludes that, subject to certain limited exceptions, URF carriers should
be permitted to detariff their services. As this proposed decision confirms, URF tariffing reforms —
including the option of detariffing — should be available to ILECs, CLECs, and IXCs alike. However, the
procedures governing permissive detariffing must be refined in certaiﬁ respects to avoid imposing undue

restrictions or interpretive ambiguities on carriers pursuing detariffing. SureWest agrees that detariffing

'On Friday, August 10, 2007, Chief ALJ Minkin also issued an order consolidating the
proceedings. The Commission’s Docket Office has confirmed that a single set of comments is
therefore appropriate. '
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should be permissive, but there is no reason or justification for requiring detariffing to take place within an
18-month window. Consistent with the light-handed regulatory philosophy underlying the URF structure,
each URF carrier should have the flexibility to detariff its services at any time, based on the unique market
and business considerations that each caﬁier faées.

The limitations and restrictions on permissive detariffing should also be revised in certain respects.
Since SureWest does not have é separate "resale tariff," the prohibition on detariffing "resale services" must
be clarified to ensure that this "resale" exception is not interpreted to include retail services. Similarly, the
exception for "provisions pertaining to a Utility's obligations under state or federal law" is overly broad,
and it should be removed or clarified. Further, rathef than imposing a 30-day notice and "opt out"
requirement on term contracts for detariffed services, the Commission should rely on contract law to define
the boundaries of parties' rights and obligations under their service agreements. The three-year web
archiving requirément is also unreasonable, and it should be eliminated.

Like the permissive detariffing proposél, SureWest sﬁpports the Commission's proposal to process
UREF carriers' advice letters under "Tier I" of G.O. 96-B. SureWest does not oppose the proposal to allow
limited protests to URF advice letters, and SureWest understands that remedial actions would have to be
taken if an advice letter failed to meet the standards under Tier I. However, the grounds for protest of URF
advice letters should be limited to those reflected in sub-sections (1) through (4) of G.O. 96-B, General
Rule 7.4.2. Sub-sections (5) and (6) of the G.O. contain broad language which is inconsistent with the
regulatory streamlining under the URF structure. Allowing open-ended or 4p01icy-based protests of this sort
will'only inject uncertainty and complexity into the processing of URF advice letters. SureWest offers
other limited revisions to the proposed rules in the G.O. 96-B PD, as discussed herein.

Finally, SureWest supports the Commission's decision to uphold the conclusion in Ordering
Paragraph 21 of D.06-08-030 that carriers should be permitted to remove "asymmetrical marketing,
disclosure, and administrative requirements" by advice letter. The Commission has adopted appropriate
limitations on this authority, but has recognized that the removal of asymmetric regulations is critical to

maintaining an even playing field in the telecommunications marketplace.

IL. SUBJECT TO CERTAIN REFINEMENTS, THE COMMISSION'S PERMISSIVE
DETARIFFING PROPOSAL IS REASONABLE, AND IT SHOULD BE ADOPTED.




A. Permissive Detariffing of Services Subject to URF Pricing Flexibility is

1 Consistent with the Statutory Mandates and the Competitive Findings

5 Underlying the URF Structure.

The URF Tariffing PD correctly concludes that the statutory criteria for detariffing have been met

3 based on the record evidence submitted in Phase I of the URF proceeding. As the URF Tariffing PD

* observes, the record in Phase I amply demonstrates that the URF ILECs lack market power in the market

> for voice communications, and that competitive alternatives to traditional voice service are rapidly

¢ growing, while traditional wireline access lines are declining. (URF Tariffing PD, at p. 40). The

! Commission has thoughtfully weighed the evidence and concluded that the competitive market dynamics

’ for voice services in California satisfy the standards under Public Utilities Code Sectioh 495.7(b).

’ Similarly, the Commission correctly reasons that existing statutory and regulatory safeguards are sufficient
1 to meet the detariffing prerequisites under Public Utilities Code Sections 495.7(c) and 495.7(d). SureWest
! also supports the legal' conclusion in the URF Tariffing PD that Public Utilities Code Section 495.7 does
2 not authorize the Commission to institute blanket, mandatory detariffing. In general, the Commission's
1-3 detariffing proposal is reasonable, and it should be adopted.

14 B. Regulatory Parity Demands that Permissive Detariffing Authority be Extended to All
15 URF Carriers.

16 SureWést supports the Commission's conclusion that permissive detariffing should be an option for
17 all URF carriers, including the large and mid-sized ILECs, all CLECs, and all IXCs. See URF Tariffing

18 PD, at p. 6. These market participants are subject to competition from each other, as well as from wireless
19 carriers and VoIP providers. Liké the URF ILECs, IXCs and CLECs are facing significant and growing

20 competition from lesser-regulated providers. All of the URF reforms, including permissive detariffing,

21 should apply to these carriers to the same extent as they apply to the ILECs.

2 - C. Permissive Detariffing Should Not Be Confined to an 18-Month Period.

2 Although the URF Tariffing PD properly rejects mandatory detariffing, it states that "an URF

carrier may not detariff existing services / promotional offerings / bundles 18 months after the effective

[\
N

date of this decision." (URF Tariffing PD, at p. 53). There is no reason or justification for limiting carriers' _

[3%)
wn

detariffing options in this way and the URF Tariffing PD does not provide any reasoning in support of its

[\
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proposal to force carriers to make decisions about detariffing within an 18-month window. The 18 month

[\®)
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proposal appears to be drawn from the parties’ comments related exclusively to the time period necessary
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1 || for the companies to implement a mandatory detariffing requirement. However, if detariffing is to be
2 || permissive, this limitation should be removed from the probosal, and carriers should be permitted to
3 || detariff their services as they see fit at the time that makes most sense for their business models and market
4 || dynamics. This will also allow rate of return carriers that opt into URF later the opportunity to detariff, as
S |} an 18 month window would have to be reconsidered each time a new carrier enters URF.
6 The policy underlying permissive detariffing is to give additional regulatory flexibility to carriers
7 || as they compete with lesser-regulated and unregulated.prOViders. The 18-month window for detariffing
8 || contradicts this policy. While most URF carriers will naturally avail themselves of the option to detariff,
9 || there is no reason to force a decision upon these carriers within any particular timeframe. As the URF
10 || Tariffing PD makes clear, carriers will no longer benefit from tariffed limitation of liability provisions or
11 || the filed rate doctrine when they move toward detariffing. This removal of tariff protections will have to be
12 cafefully evaluated before services are detariffed, and éarriers will have to ensure that the contractual
13 {| processes and arrangements that replace tariffs are in place and sufficient to reflect the rights and
14 || obligations of the parties.
15 Moreover, for parties such as SureWest who have little experience. in detarifﬁng, there may be
16 {| good cause to wait to see how other companies, who have experience in detariffing in other states,
17 || implement detariffing in California. Companies that have already been through detariffing in other states,
18 || may have fewer questions about the process and the potential issuess. SureWest is not in this position, and
19 || some additional .caution regarding the timing of detariffing may therefore be warranted.
20 D. The Exceptions to Permissive Detariffing Should Be Clarified.
21 The URF Tariffing PD appropriately recognizes that not all services can be detariffed at the present
22 time. However, the specific language used to describe the exceptions to permissive detariffing must be
23 clarified in certain respects to ensure that the exceptions will not swallow the general rule permitting
24 detariffing. .
25 First, the Industry Rule 5 in G.O. 96-B PD lists "resale service" amdng the types of service that are
26 not subject to detariffing. (G.0. 96-B PD, Appendix A, at p. 6). In addition, “resale service” is defined as
27 “a tariffed service that a carrier offers to another carrier for resale.” (G.O. 96-B PD, App. A, Industry Rule
1.10, p.2). At least in SureWest's case, this reference to resale is ambiguous and overly broad. It is
| AN FRANGISCO, CAGA111 ' 4
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certainly true that services sold to other carriers under a resale tariff are not subject to full pricing flexibility
under D.06-08-030. However, SureWest does not have a separate resale tariff under which carriers can
purchase and resell services. To be clear, SureWest allows carriers to purchase its retail services and resell
such services to their customers. However, for SureWest, this is handled through interconnection
agreements for carriers desiring this option. Nevertheless, carriers may well be subscribing to certain
services from SureWest's retail tariff and reselling those services. SureWest wants to ensure that the
reference to "resale service" in Industry Rules 1.10 and 5 will not negate its ability to detariff typical retail

services that are subject to pricing flexibility under D.06-08-030. This result would be contrary to the

e 0 N & A W

Commission's permissive detariffing proposal. To clarify, the Commission's intent on this matter, the

[y
(]

reference to resale service definition should be made clear, if not in the definition itself, then within the

ja—y
-

body of the decision.. Services that are "not within the scope of services for which the Commission has

granted full pricing flexibility," will not be subject to detariffing, whether it is specifically mentioned in the

p—
W N

rule or not. Adopting this change would protect against an unreasonably broad reading of this exception,

ot
=

but would still preserve the Commission's primary intent.

15 Second, industry proposed rule 5 states that "provisions pertaining to a Utility's obligations under
16 || state or federal law" are not eligible for detariffing. (G.O. 96-B PD, Appendix A, at p. 6). Regardless of
17 || whether carriers' legal obligations are memorialized in a tariff, those obligations must be honored.

18 || Removing tariff references to state and federal law will not strip those laws of their force. Most

19 || importantly, there are many laws that carriers must follow that are not in their tariffs. Forcing carriers to
20 [} maintain tariffs for the sole purpose of restating existing law would make no sense. To the extent that

21 || carriers continue to rely on tariffs, those tariffs are intended to embody the terms and conditions of

22 || particular services. If a carrier ele‘cts to detariff, that purpose will be fulfilled by contract. Any references
23 || to a carrier's legal obligations in a tariff are duplicative of the original sources of those obligations. In

24 || almost all cases, these references are incomplete, and they could therefore be misleading if they were

25 || divorced from the context in which they currently appear. Carriers should only be required to maintain

26 || tariff obligations if the law specifically states that carriers must include it in their tariffs.

27 E. | The Commission Should Rely on Contract Law in Framing Carriers' and Customers'

Obligations Under Term Agreements Rather Than Imposing a Blanket Notice and

"Opt-Out" Provision.
COOPER, WHITE
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1 The decision to perrﬂit detariffing rests on the Commission's sound conclusion that "the
2 || requirements of Section 495.7 are satisfied by . . . existing statutes and rules." URF Tariffing PD, at p. 38).
3 || Notwithstanding this significant finding, the URF Tariffing PD would impose an unduly restrictive "opt
4 || out" mechanism on all term contracts that incorporate rates, terms, or conditions by reference. Id. Carriers
S || offering these contracts would have to provide 30-days' notice of any rate increases and/or any contract
6 || changes that involve more restrictive terms and conditions. In these situations, carriers would have to give
| 7 || customers a 30-day period in which to opt out of the affected agreements.
8 The Commission should not interfere with established contract law by reading a blanket, one-size-
- 9 || fits-all requirement of this sort into all term contracts that rely on incorporation by reference. Carriers and
10 || customers should be free to structure their service agreements for their mutual benefit, and incorporation by
11 || reference is one of many contract tools that can simplify and streamline agreements that might otherwise be
12 || unnecessarily voluminous. In other cases, incorporation by reference can be used to create a common
13 || reference point for the parties regarding a variable rate, term, or condition. Although a rate may 'change,
14 || the mutually-agreed upon reference point remains the same, consistent with the parties' intent. Within the
15 || boundaries of contract law, this type of arrangement is a valid way for parties to memorialize an agreement.
16 {| Contract law has been developed over decades to accommodate a variety of nuanced circumstances, and
17 || the Commission need not presuppose how the law may apply in a particular case. To the extent that a more
18 || restrictive rate, term, or condition defeats the parties' mutual assent, it will not be enforceable. The 30-day
19 || notice and "opt out" provision in the URF Tariffing PD could create disincentives to detariff certain
20 || services, to the detriment of customers, carriers, and the Commission alike. Contract law defines the
21 || boundaries of accepted contracting practices in a more organic way than the Commission's blanket rule.
22 F. Web Posting of Obsolete Service Plans is Unduly Burdensome and Unnecessary.
23 The URF Tariffing PD would also require that a carrier's retail rates be maintained on the carrier's
24 web site for three years after they are no longer effective. The Commission does not state any basis for this
25 requirement that legacy plans be web-posted, nor can this requirement be justified by anything in the record
2% in the URF proceeding. By definition, these plans are no longer available to any current customers, so
27 || customers cannot derive any benefit from continued access to them. If a customer is searching for
information about his or her current service terms, these legacy plans could be misleading, particularly if
oo
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
SAN FRANGISCO, CAS41 11 : 6
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the obsolete plans are similar to a customer's current service plan. It should be sufficient protection for

customers that all current service plans be posted on the carriers' web sites, a requirement that SureWest

does not oppose.

111. WITH LIMITED REVISIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS,
THE "TIER I'' PROCEDURES ARE APPROPRIATE FOR
PROCESSING URF ADVICE LETTERS.

A. URF Advice Letters Are Appropriately Considered Under "Tier I" of G.O. 96-B.
The URF Tariffing PD correctly concludes that URF advice lettérs should be processed under a

"Tier I" analysis, as outlined in G.O. 96-B. As the URF Tariffing PD notes, Tier I "advice letters are
especially suitable for partly or fully deregulated industries." URF Tariffing PD, at p. 19. URF carriers
operate in rapidly-changing, robustly-competitive markets in which they are called upon to adapt
dynamically to competitoré' offerings. This reality is what compelled the Commissibn to adopt a one-day
effectiveness period for URF advice letters. The procedures under Tier I are a reasonable proxy for the
"one-day effective" advice letter process in D.06-08-030. URF advice letters should be "effective pending
disposition," and the range of possible protest grounds should be strictly limited. With some modest URF-
specific revisions to account for the extensively deregulated URF environment, Tier I is an appropriate

platform for processing tariff changes under URF.

B. The Grounds for Protest of URF Advice Letters Should be Narrowed to Reflect the
Particular Time-Sensitivity of URF Filings and the Deregulatory Environment in
Which These Filings Are Made.

The URF Tariffing PD outlines six grounds for protest of URF advice letters, consistent with the
general grounds for protest in G.O. 96-B, General Rule 7.4.2. Only four of these six grounds are
appropriate in the URF context. The URF Tariffing PD cites General Rule 7.4.2 for the proposition that
"protests may not object on policy grounds to an advice letter where the relief requested is consistent with
rules or directions established by a Commission order." (URF Tariffing PD, at p. 21). Further, the URF
Tariffing PD recognizes that review of URF protests should be "relatively ministerial." Id. at 22.

Notwithstanding these limitations on parties' protest authority, sub-section (5) of General Rule
7.4.2 provides that an advice letter may be protested based on an allegation that "the relief requested in the
advice letter requires consideration in a formal hearing, or is otherwise inappropriate for advice letter

process." (G.O. 96-B, General Rule 7.4.2(5)). This catch-all language could open up URF advice letters to




[y

exactly the kind of policy-based protests that the Commission is trying to avoid in the URF context. If an
advice letter is "consistent with rules or direptions established by a Commission order," and it is not
procedurally defective or contrary to existing law, how could it be "inappropriate for advice letter process?"
(URF Tariffing PD, at p. 22; G.O. 96-B, General Rule 7.4.2(5)). Similarly, if it meets each of these
standards, how could it "require consideration in a formal hearing?" (G.O. 96-B, General Rulé 7.4.2(5)).
This open-ended protest language could embolden parties to craft artful, policy-based protests under the

guise of procedural defect.

Sub-section (6) of General Rule 7.4.2 is also inappropriate in the URF context. This sub-section

o 0 NN SN A W N

| would permit protests on the basis that the relief requested is "unjust, unreasonable, or discriminatory."

[y
<

(G.O. 96-B, General Rule 7.4.2(6)). It is not clear from the URF Tariffing PD whether the Commission

[u—y
ik

intends to allow protests based on this sub-section, but this language would open the door for substantive,

ot
(%)

policy-based protests. The Commission should explicitly state in the URF Tariffing PD that this standard is

J—
w

not a valid basis for protest of an URF advice letter, and a similar statement should be incorporated into

14 || Appendix A of the G.O. 96-B PD.

15 Both sub-section (5) and sub-section (6) of General Rule 7.4.2 are unnecessary in light of the

16 || standard in sub-section (2). Under that sub-section, an advice letter is subject to protest if "the relief

17 || requested in the advice letter would violate statute or Commissioﬁ order, or is not authorized by statute or

18 || Commission order on which the utility relies." (G.O. 96-B, General Rule 7.4.2(2)). This standard is largely

19 || duplicative of the "inappropriate for advice letter process" and "unjust, unreasonable, and discriminatory"

20 || standards in sub-sections (5) and (6), except that sub-section (2) links these generalized statements to legal

21 || standards. The standards in sub-sections (5) and (6) imply that there is an independent ground for protest

22 | beyond violations of Commission order or statute, whereas no such. ground can exist given the flexible

23 {| advice letter standards of the URF environment.

24 C. The Commission Should Clarify the Non-Discrimination Standard Under Section
8.2.2 of the Proposed G.O. 96-B Telecommunications Rules.

25 Section 8.2.2 of the Proposed G.O. 96-B Telecommunications Industry Rules provides that "the

26

rate or charge under a contract then in effect must be made available to any similarly situated customer that

N
~

is willing to enter into a contract with the same terms and conditions of service." (G.O. 96-B PD,
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Appendi?( A, at p. 13). SureWest certainly supports the spirit behind this statement, which is rooted in the
non-discrimination standards of Public Utilities Code Section 453. However, Section 8.2.2 unnecessarily
restates — and potentially modifies — the statutory bar on discrimination in utility service. In some cases,
customers take service pursuant to term contracts that later become unavailable, but which are generally "in
effect” in the sense that .some customers are still governed by them. Section 8.2.2 should not be a basis for
forcing carriers to give promotional contract rates to customers where those promotional rates are no longer
being offered. SureWest recommends that Section 8.2.2 be removed, or it should at least be modified to

clarify that it applies only to contracts "then available" rather than contracts "then in effect."

IV, THE COMMISSION'S CONCLUSION REGARDING CARRIERS'
AUTHORITY TO REMOVE ASYMMETRIC MARKETING, DISCLOSURE,
AND ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS IS WELL-REASONED
AND IT SHOULD BE ADOPTED.

The URF Tariffing PD properly upholds the intended meaning of D.06-08-030, Ordering
Paragraph 27. As the URF Tariffing PD acknowledges, that ordering paragraph was "intended to permit
carriers to file advice letters removing certain asymmetrical marketing, disclosure, and administrative
requirements." ‘(URF Tariffing PD, at p. 72, Conclusion of Law 27). As modified in the URF Tariffing
PD, this requirement is subject to reasonable limitations. However, the Commission should not preclude
further e);pansidn of the regulatory parity principle embodied in Ordering Paragraph 21 of D.06-08-030. A
level regulatory playing field is critical to fair, robust, even-handed competition, and the Commission
should take whatever steps are necessary to eliminate disparities in regulation between similarly-situated
providers. Whether these disparities are dismantled by advice letter, or whether they are addressed through

an application process, the process of leveling the playing field should continue.

V. CONCLUSION.

With the clarifications and refinements offered above, SureWest supports both the URF

Tariffing PD and the G.O. 96-B PD. SureWest urges the Commission to incorporate SureWest's
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proposed revisions into the final versions of these proposed decisions.

585875.1

Dated this 13" day of August, 2007, at San Francisco, California.

E. Garth Black

Mark P. Schreiber

Sean P. Beatty

Patrick M. Rosvall

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER LLP
201 California Street

Seventeenth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111

Telephone: (415) 433-1900
Telecopier: (415) 433-5530

By:

TLE2

E. Garth Black - .
Attorneys for SureWest Telephone
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Appendix A

Recommended Changes to Proposed Ordering Paragraphs:

URF Tariffing Order

Within-the-next-18-menths;a-A carrier may detariff existing retail services and

tariff sheets for those services by filing an advice letter that complies with the terms of General

Order 96-B, General Rule 7.3.4, and does not purport to cancel:

a.

b.

‘A tariff for basic service.

A tariff that includes a requirement, condition, or obligation imposed through an
enforcement, complaint, or merger proceeding.

A tariff for 911 or other emergency services.

A tariff relating to customer direct access to an interexchange carrier or customer

- choice of an interexchange carrier.

A tariff for a service that was not granted full pricing flexibility in D.06-08-030

A tariff containing obligations as a Carrier of Last Resort or other obligations
under state and federal law.
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Executed on August 13, 2007, at San Francisco, California.

Now Qe
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

ADAM L. SHERR, ATTORNEY AT LAW
QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1600 7TH AVENUE, 3206

SEATTLE, WA 98191-0000

ALEXANDRA HANSON
DIRECTOR PROVISIONING
01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ANNA KAPETANAKOS, SENIOR COUNSEL
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 2024

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ANNA M. SANCHOU, GENERAL MANAGER -
NETWORK REGULATORY

SOUTHWESTERN BELL MESSAGING
SERVICES INC ’

5800 NW PARKWAY, STE. 125

SAN ANTONIO, TX 78249

ALOA STEVENS

FRONTIER, A CITIZENS
COMMUNICATIONS CO.

299 S MAIN ST STE 1700

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 841112279

BETSY STOVER GRANGER

PACIFIC BELL WIRELESS

4420 ROSEWOOD DRIVE, 4TH FLOOR
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, RM 321
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

ARTHUR D. LEVY'
639 FRONT STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ANN KIM, ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ANITA C. TAFF-RICE, ATTORNEY AT LAW
1547 PALOS VERDES MALL, SUITE 298
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

MARILYN H. ASH

U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP.
620/630 3RD ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

- AARON THOMAS

AES NEWENERGY, INC.
350 S. GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 2950
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

SCOTT BLAISING, ATTORNEY AT LAW
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.

915 L STREET, STE. 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CHARLES BORN, MANAGER, GOVERNMENT
& EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

OF CALIFORNIA

9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE, CA 95624



CHARLES E. BORN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER, A CITIZENS
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

CHERRIE CONNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
IMPLEMENTATION BRANCH

AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CARL C. LOWER

UTILITY SPECIALISTS

717 LAW STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92109-2436

DAVID DISCHER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
525 MARKET STREET, RM. 2027

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SARAH DEYOUNG

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALTEL

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PETER M. DITO

KINDER MORGAN ENERGY PARTNERS.
1100 TOWN AND COUNTRY ROAD
ORANGE, CA 92868

DON EACHUS

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC,

CAS01LB '

112 S. LAKE LINDERO CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

DOUGLAS GARRETT

COX COMMUNICATIONS

2200 POWELL STREET, STE. 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

CHARLES H. CHRISTIANSEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
IMPLEMENTATION BRANCH

AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHRIS BROWN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER
CONSERVATION

455 CAPITOL MAIL, SUITE 703
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CHRISTINE MAILLOUX, ATTORNEY AT LAW
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DAVID A. SIMPSON
SIMPSON PARTNERS

900 FRONT STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

DAVID HADDOCK, DIRECTOR,
REGULATORY

01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RICHARD B. LEE

SNAVELY KING & MAJOROS
O'CONNOR & LEE INC

1111 14TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

DONALD H. MAYNOR, ATTORNEY AT LAW
235 CATALPA DRIVE
ATHERTON, CA 94027

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS, ATTORNEY AT LAW
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
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CHERYL HILLS

ICG COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
620 3RD ST

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107-1902

CARL K. OSHIRO
ATTORNEY AT LAW
CSBRT/CSBA

100 PINE STREET, SUITE 3110
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

THOMAS HAMMOND

REAL TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 640410

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94164-0410

DANILO E. SANCHEZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
WATER BRANCH

ROOM 3200

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DIANE I. FELLMAN

FPL ENERGY PROJECT MANAGEMENT, INC.
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DONALD J. LAFRENZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RATEMAKING BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DOUG GARRETT, SENIOR DIRECTOR,
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

ICG COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

180 GRAND AVENUE, STE 800
OAKLAND, CA 94612

DANIEL R. PAIGE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
WATER BRANCH

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013



EDWARD B. GIESEKING
DIRECTOR/PRICING AND TARIFFS
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150

EMERY G. BORSODI, DIRECTOR RATES &
REG. RELATIONS

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET ST., RM. 1921

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.

SAN DIEGO, CA 92105 -

FEN. LAZARO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
IMPLEMENTATION BRANCH

AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

GREGORY T. DIAMOND
7901 LOWRY BLVD.
DENVER, CO 80230

GREGORY L. CASTLE, SENIOR ATTORNEY
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, SUITE 2022

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

RUDY SASTRA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT
AREA 2-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

EDWARD W. ONEILL, ATTORNEY AT LAW
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

ENRIQUE GALLARDO
LATINO.ISSUES FORUM

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FASSIL T. FENIKILE

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1925
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

" DONALD M. JOHNSON

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER
FULL POWER CORPORATION
2130 WATERS EDGE DR.
WESTLAKE, OH 44135-6602

GWEN JOHNSON

C/O AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET; 18TH FLOOR, 6
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

GLENN SEMOW

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMM. ASSOC.

360 22ND STREET, STE. 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

HARRY GILDEA

SNAVELY KING MAJOROS O'CONNOR
& LEE INC.

1111 14TH STREET NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

JACQUE LOPEZ, LEGAL ASSISTANT
VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC
CAS501LB

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362
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ELAINE M. DUNCA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

EARL NICHOLAS SELBY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
418 FLORENCE STREET

PALO ALTO, CA 94301

FRED L. CURRY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
WATER ADVISORY BRANCH

ROOM 3106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

GREG R. GIERCZAK
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SURE WEST TELEPHONE
PO BOX 969

200 VERNON STREET
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678

GREGORY J. KOPTA

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
1201 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 2200
SEATTLE, WA 98101-3045

HEIDI SIECK WILLIAMSON, DEPT OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & INFORMATION
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

875 STEVENSON STREET, 5TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

HELEN M. MICKIEWICZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5123

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JADINE LOUIE, REGULATORY SERVICES
SBC CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

525 MARKET ST., 19FL, 7

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105



JAMES YOUNG, GENERAL ATTORNEY &
ASSIST. GENERAL COUN

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MAKRET STREET, SUITE 1904

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JERRY R. BLOOM, ATTORNEY AT LAW
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

333 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, 38TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-1543

JEFF WIRTZFELD, REGULATORY CONTACT
QWEST COMMUNICATION CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 4700
DENVER, CO 80202

JAMES M. TOBIN, ESQUIRE
TWO EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 1800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOHN R. GUTIERREZ

COMCAST PHONE OF CALIFORNIA, LLC
12647 ALCOSTA BLVD., SUITE 200

SAN RAMON, CA 94583

JOANN RICE, REGULATORY MANAGER
SBC LONG DISTANCE

5850 W. LAS POSITAS BLVD.
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

JUDY PAU

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

JACQUELINE A. REED

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE

LAW JUDGES

ROOM 5017

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOSEPH CHICOINE, MANAGER,
GOVERNMENT & EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE, CA 95624

JESUS G. ROMAN, ATTORNEY AT LAW
VERIZON ACCESS TRANSMISSION SERVICES
112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD, CAS01LB
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

JAMES SIMMONS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

& CONSUMER ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4108 '

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOHN P. CLARKE

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MCB10C

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JAMES D. SQUERL, ATTORNEY AT LAW
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI

DAY & LAMPREY

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN, ATTORNEY AT LAW
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI

DAY & LAMPREY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
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JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE
& DAY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JANE DELAHANTY

U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP.

515 S. FLOWER STREET, 47TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-2201

JOHN E. THORSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE

LAW JUDGES

ROOM 5112

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JANE WHANG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5029

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JUDY PECK

SEMPRA ENERGY UTILITIES

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

JEORGE S. TAGNIPES

- CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH
AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

" SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KARIN M. HIETA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

& CONSUMER ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



KATHERINE K. MUDGE, ATTORNEY AT LAW
COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

7000 NORTH MOPAC EXPRESSWAY

2ND FLOOR '

AUSTIN, TX 78731

KELLY FAUL, SENIOR MANAGER
1111 SUNSET HILLS DRIVE
RESTON, VA 20190

KIM LOGUE, REGULATORY ANALYST
LCI INTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORP.
4250 N. FAIRFAX DRIVE, 12W002

- ARLINGTON, VA 22203

KRISTIN L. JACOBSON

SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

LAURAE. GASSER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LEE-WHEI TAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
IMPLEMENTATION BRANCH

AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHAEL BROSCH

UTILITECH INC.

740 NORTH BLUE PARKWAY, STE. 204
LEE'S SUMMIT, MO 64086

KATIE NELSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

WADE MCCARTNEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KARL BEMESDERFER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGES

ROOM 5006

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

STAFF COUNSEL

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA
520 EL CAMINO REAL, STE 340

SAN MATEO, CA 94402

LESLA LEHTONEN, VP LEGAL AND
REGULATORY AFFAIRS
CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM
ASSOCIATION )

360 22ND STREET, SUITE 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

MARJORIE O. HERLTH

QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1801 CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 4700 '
DENVER, CO 80202

MICHAEL C. AMATO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
IMPLEMENTATION BRANCH

ROOM 3203

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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R. KEENAN DAVIS, GENERAL COUNSEL
01 COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

1515 K STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KEVIN SAVILLE

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
CITIZENS/FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.

MOUND, MN 55364

STEVEN KOTZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGES i

ROOM 2251

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ALEXIS K. WODTKE, STAFF ATTORNEY
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA
520 S. EL. CAMINO REAL, STE. 340

- SAN MATEO, CA 94402

LEON M. BLOOMFIELD, ATTORNEY AT LAW
WILSON & BLOOMFIELD, LLP

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1620
OAKILAND, CA 94612

MARK LYONS

SIMPSON PARTNERS LLP
SUITE 1800

TWO EMBARCADERO CENTER
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MICHAEL D. MCNAMARA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CARRIER BRANCH

ROOM 3207

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



MICHAEL B. DAY, ATTORNEY AT LAW
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI

DAY & LAMPREY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MICHAEL A. BACKSTROM, ATTORNEY AT
LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

MICHELEF. JOY, GENERAL COUNSEL
ASSOCIATION OF OIL PIPE LINES

1101 VERMONT AVENUE N.W. STE 604
WASHINGTON, DC 20005-3521

MIKE MULKEY

ARRIVAL COMMUNICATIONS
1807 19TH STREET
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301

MARGARET L. TOBIAS

MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SIXTH FL.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

NATALIE WALES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NANCY E. LUBAMERSKY, VICE PRESIDENT
U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP.

620/630 3RD ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

NATALIE BILLINGSLEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER
ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHEL PETER FLORIO, ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MICHAEL D. SASSER, GENERAL ATTORNEY
PACIFIC BELL (AT&T CALIFORNIA)

525 MARKET ST., RM. 2021

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MONICA L. MCCRARY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5134

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARIA POLITZER

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOM
ASSOCIATION

360 22ND STREET, NO. 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

MARY E. WAND, ATTORNEY AT LAW
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

425 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NEDYA CAMPBELL

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NIKAYLA K. NAIL THOMAS
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CALTEL

515 S. FLOWER STREET, 47/F
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

PALLE JENSEN

DIRECTOR OF REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY

374 WEST SANTA CLARA STREET
SAN JOSE, CA 95196
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MARCO GOMEZ, ATTORNEY AT LAW
S.F. BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT

PO BOX 12688

OAKLAND, CA 94604-2688

MICHAEL R. ROMANO, ATTORNEY AT LAW
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS, LLC

2300 CORPORATE PARK DR. STE 600
HERNDON, VA 20171-4845

MARTIN A. MATTES, ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX

& ELLIOTT, LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

MICHAEL SHAMES, ATTORNEY AT LAW
UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK

" 3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

MARZIA ZAFAR

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCAL GAS
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

NELSONYA CAUSBY, ATTORNEY AT LAW
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET ST., STE 2025

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

HANNA AND MORTON, LLP

444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, NO. 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

PETER A. CASCIATO, ATTORNEY AT LAW
PETER A. CASCIATOP.C.

355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107



PHILLIP ENIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER ISSUES ANALYSIS BRANCH
ROOM 2101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MELISSA W. KASNITZ, ATTORNEY AT LAW
DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES

2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

JOHN DUTCHER, VICE PRESIDENT -
REGULATORY AFFAIRS
‘MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

3210 CORTE VALENCIA

FAIRFIELD, CA 94534-7875

REX KNOWLES, REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT
X0 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC.
111 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 1000

_SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111

ROBERT M. POCTA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY COST OF SERVICE

& NATURAL GAS BRANCH

ROOM 4205 o

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBIN BLACKWOOD, ATTORNEY AT LAW
VERIZON
600 HIDDEN RIDGE, HQE 03H29
IRVING, TX 75038

ROLAND S. TANNER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY
PO BOX 9016

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773

PHUONG N. PHAM
MORRISON & FOERSTER
425 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ROGER HELLER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

REGINA COSTA, RESEARCH DIRECTOR
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

RICHARD FISH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LICENSING TARIFFS, RURAL CARRIERS
& COST SUPPORT BRANCH

- AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBBIE RALPH, DIRECTOR, ECONOMIC
REGULATION & TARIFF

SHELL CALIFORNIA PIPELINE COMPANY
LLC

PO BOX 2648

HOUSTON, TX 77252-2648

RICHARD SMITH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE

LAW JUDGES

ROOM 5019

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RUDOLPH M. REYES, ATTORNEY AT LAW
VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
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PAUL A. SZYMANSKI, ATTORNEY AT LAW
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

ERINN R.W. PUTZIL.

THE STRANGE LAW FIRM, PC
282 SECOND STREET, SUITE 201
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ROBERT J. DIPRIMIO
VALENCIA WATER COMPANY
24631 AVENUE ROCKEFELLER
VALENCIA, CA 91355 °

RICHARD H. LEVIN, ATTORNEY AT LAW
6741 SEBASTOPOL AVE STE 230
SEBASTOPOL, CA 95472-3838

ROBERT GNAIZDA, POLICY
DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

REED V. SCHMIDT, VICE PRESIDENT
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES

1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE
BERKELEY, CA 94703

SHELLEY BERGUM

DEAF & DISABLED
TELECOMMUNICATIONS PROGRAM
505 14TH STREET, SUITE 400
OAKLAND, CA 94612-3532



SCOTT CRATTY
MURRAY & CRATTY, LLC
725 VICHY HILLS DRIVE
UKIAH, CA 95482

- SIMIN LITKOUHI

. CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & DECISION ANALYSIS BRANCH
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SUE WONG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT &
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